U.S. Patent Appln. No. 10/680,272 
Response Dated March 27, 2008 
Reply to Office Action of December 27, 2007 
Docket No. BOC9-2003-0016 (384) 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

These remarks are made in response to the Office Action of December 27, 2007 
(Office Action). As this response is timely filed within the 3-month shortened statutory 
period, no fee is believed due. However, the Examiner is expressly authorized to charge 
any deficiencies to Deposit Account No. 50-0951. 

In the Office Action, Claims 1, 2, 4, 7, 1 1-16, 18, 21, 25-27, 29, 30, and 32 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 6,073, 138 to de 
TEtraz, etal (hereinafter de TEtraz). Claims 3, 5, 6, 10, 17, 19, 20, 24, 28, and 31 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over de TEtraz in view of U.S. 
Published Patent Application 2002/0038218 to Senay (hereinafter Senay). Claims 8 and 
22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over de TEtraz in view of 
U.S. Published Patent Application 2004/0249829 to Kasravi (hereinafter Kasravi). 
Claims 9 and 23 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over de 
TEtraz in view of U.S. Published Patent Application 2002/0171687 to Li, et al 
(hereinafter Li). 

Although Applicants respectfully disagree with the rejections, Applicants 
nevertheless have amended certain claims and cancelled certain other claims so as to 
expedite prosecution of the present application. Applicants respectfully note, however, 
that neither the amendments nor cancellation of claims are intended as, and should not be 
interpreted as, the surrender of any subject matter. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully 
reserve the right to present the original version of any of the amended claims in any 
future divisional or continuation applications from the present application. 

In particular, Applicants have amended independent Claims 1, 11, 15, 25, 26, 29, 
and 32 to further emphasize certain aspects of the invention. Applicants have cancelled 
dependent Claims 2, 3, 13, 16, 17, 27, and 30. The claim amendments are fully 
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supported throughout the Specification. No new matter has been introduced by virtue of 
any of the claim amendments. 

Claim Amendments 

As amended, each of the independent claims further recite features pertaining 
assessing respective strengths of a directional relationship. This is accomplished, as 
explicitly recited in the claims, by associating a first affinity value to at least one 
relationship to indicate the relative strength of the relationship in one direction and 
associating a second affinity value to at least one relationship to indicate the relative 
strength of the relationship in another direction, whereby the at least one relationship is a 
bidirectional relationship. 

Applicants' Invention Predates Kasravi 

It is noted in the Office Action that de TEtraz does not disclose associating 
different affinity values to a bidirectional relationship based on the particular direction of 
the relationship. Senay likewise fails to teach or suggest this feature. It is stated in the 
Office Action, however, that this feature is found in Kasravi. (See Office Action, pp. 7- 
8.) 

Applicants respectfully disagree. Applicants respectfully submit, however, that 
the issue is moot because Applicants 1 invention predates the June 5, 2003, effective date 
of Kasravi. 

In support of their contention, Applicants submit the attached Inventor 
Declarations. The Declarations establish conception and continuing diligence from a 
time prior to the effective date of Kasravi to the filing of the Application. 
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Conception 

Along with the Declarations, Applicants also submit herewith, as Appendix A, a 
copy of Confidential Invention Disclosure No. BOC8-2002-01 13, titled Method to Build 
Total Peer Relationship in an Organization (hereinafter Disclosure). The Disclosure 
was submitted by Applicants to an intellectual property (IP) professional employed by the 
assignee of Applicants 1 invention, International Business Machines Corporation (IBM), 
on October 9, 2002. The Disclosure was insubstantially modified on December 9, 2002. 
No substantive modifications were made to the Disclosure after the initial submission. 
Indeed, as explained below, IBM's internal procedures governing the handling of such 
disclosures preclude any modification to the actual description of the invention once a 
disclosure has been submitted to an IBM IP professional. 

The Disclosure explicitly describes Applicants' invention. (See, e.g., Disclosure, 
pp. 2-5, especially FIG. 2 and related description of bidirectional relationship affinities.) 
The description of the invention provided in the Disclosure is clear evidence of 
Applicants' conception of the claimed subject matter at least as early as October 9, 2002. 
Specifically, each of the claimed features is clearly set out in the extensive description of 
the invention included in the Disclosure. 

The Disclosure is an IBM confidential disclosure form. It is a standardized 
document that, according to established IBM procedures, is used by IBM inventors to 
document the conception of an invention. Strictly-followed internal procedures 
established by IBM govern the use of all such confidential disclosure forms. One aspect 
of IBM's established procedures governing the use of such confidential disclosure forms 
is that no substantive modifications can be made to a confidential disclosure after it has 
been submitted to an IBM Attorney/IP Professional. Indeed, according to the internal 
procedures, no modifications whatsoever can be made to the description of the invention 
itself after a disclosure form has been submitted. 
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The written description and each of the claims of the Application were prepared 
based upon the attached Disclosure. Moreover, according to IBM f s established 
procedures governing the use of such disclosures, the inventors reviewed the Application 
prior to its submission to the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office in order to ensure that the 
claims and written description contained therein were fully supported by the Disclosure. 

Diligence 

Applicants exercised due diligence from prior to the effective date Kasravi to the 
date that the Application was filed. As expressly affirmed in the Declarations, 
Applicants, from at least October 9, 2002 through the filing of the Application, worked 
diligently toward a constructive reduction to practice of the invention. Applicants 
worked initially with IBM's own in-house IP professionals and subsequently with outside 
counsel retained by IBM to prepare and file the Application. 

In a letter dated March 11, 2003, and submitted herewith as Appendix B, IBM 
instructed outside counsel to prepare and file an application for the invention described in 
the Disclosure. This request to outside counsel was made almost three months prior to 
the effective date of Kasravi. From that date until October 1, 2003 when a first draft was 
presented for review, Applicants properly relied on the expertise of outside counsel. (The 
e-mail with the draft as attachment is submitted herewith as Appendix C.) Outside 
counsel prepared the Application consistent with long-established professional practices. 
According to these established practices, outside counsel prepares cases on a first-in, 
first-out basis unless a particular case is associated with a bar date, in which event, the 
case is granted priority within the work queue. Outside counsel followed this 
professionally-accepted practice in preparing the present Application. 

Evidence of specific activity undertaken by Applicants on specific dates is 
Applicants 1 e-mail response to the draft they received from outside counsel, attached 

14 



{WP484615;1} 



U.S. Patent Appln. No. 1 0/680,272 
Response Dated March 27, 2008 
Reply to Office Action of December 27, 2007 
Docket No. BOC9-2003-0016 (384) 

hereto as Appendix D, in which Applicants provided comments for revising the draft. It 
should be noted that Applicants responded with their comments on the very same day that 
they received the draft. Applicants, as already noted, properly relied on outside counsel 
to prepare the draft and acted with utmost diligence in assisting in the preparation of the 
draft for filing. 

Applicants respectfully submit that their earlier conception coupled with due 
diligence from a data prior to the effective date of Kasravi precludes using Kasravi as a 
basis for rejecting any of the claims. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that 
each of the claims defines over the prior art. 



Applicants believe that this application is now in full condition for allowance, 
which action is respectfully requested. Applicants request that the Examiner call the 
undersigned if clarification is needed on any matter within this Amendment, or if the 
Examiner believes a telephone interview would expedite the prosecution of the subject 
application to completion. 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted, 



AKERMAN SENTERFITT 



Date: March 27, 2008 




Gregory A. Nelson, Registration No. 30,577 

Richard A. Hinson, Registration No. 47,652 

Customer No. 40987 

Post Office Box 3188 

West Palm Beach, FL 33402-3188 

Telephone: (561) 653-5000 
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